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S ) THE ROLE OF COMMUNICAfION DEPARTMENTS IN.TRAINING THE TRAINERS : °
Suggestions for Improving Preparanﬁpn of Practitiomners "y
. _ . Linda L. Putnam -- Burdue University K :
. As an insé%uctor of organizational communication, I frequently encounter o
- ’ und?Egraduate and graduate majors whd are preparinmg for careers in organizational
. . o * . - N o /

.

‘training and development. Even though I have served as a comfunication
ot C g M B . N

. . tconsultant for several organizations, I feel somewhat baffled when asked

/what do communication trairders do?' Thus when I agreed to preSent &
o 4 . ) .
‘ suggestions for, improving the preparation of communication trainers, I decided

- to conduct a survey on what trainers actually do. -

"\t ° . - . r

. More specificall;,.this investigation attenFted to discover how organiza—
.tional trainers carry out two principal functiéns 1) selecting topics,

teaching, and evaluating communication seminars and 2) diagnosing and maraging

, .
- communication problems which occut within the organization. This surfvey then

.
-,

. ' . . .
aimed ‘to discern the functions afnd general competencies of communication

J&ainer& and tnis paper.presents thenresdlts of this study in conjunction with

specific recommendations for imnroving the greparation of communication trainers.
N - B . -
s 4 N « 7 .
- \ . P
Earlier survey i{search on the role of communication trainers concentrated
~

on public speaking 8 ills‘(Knapp, 1969 Hicﬁf, 1955) In .a more rec\ht investiga;

<

IRRE . tion, Wasylik° Sussm;§ and Leri (1976) surveyed in—house\trainers to discover

P ‘ x;

e the impdrtance of such communication skills as interviewing, group discussion,

L]
K +

e . listening, and nonverbal oommunication, to ascertain the target groups .of
¢ o, otraining programs' and to determine the attitudes of prackitioners toward
.communication training. The\study I condycted, unlike previous tesearch, focused on

4
0 REARN & N -,

\?r{ . a trainer's role; in t?&t'it attemﬁted t® .discern what communication trainers.

sy d T, . '. . . ‘ \ -
. ‘e - . 4 . .8 .
. .".° . .do afd how they perform their teaching and conspiting functioms.
’ RV S RN . ¢ »
. _'~‘ . . /- a v
" ...y . Procedures T ' . ¢ C, ‘ .

PR . '0 B .

e J3 i To collect data for this study, I mailed questionnaires to a stratified

¥ -.» ’

Fad .
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.and'Development (ASTD).

¢

" affect the depth and breadth of ‘a trainer!s functions.

consulting firms were included in the

developers.

. chapter may be atypical in its excellence in programming and its membership .

- . .. . L i ' .
were with'a staff of at ledst five or more/trainers @nd 2) those who worked

3

Y 4

M .

‘7 e-'
The sample consisted of 1n—house trainers personnei
‘> ‘

A

generalist%,.and external consultants drawnffrom two groups: 1) those who
N /- . .

P

‘ o e R N . ‘:2'
kaelt,that size of”the training staff.might

with less than five trairers.

. <

A3

v [N
oo ¢ & . L

I used a random numbers table td select the 2084subjects included in. this
= DR § N ..
sample. The questionnaire was mailed to llS }STD members who worked in

»

companies wifh a smaller training staf? and £o 93 subJects employed in the

&

larger training departmentss A total of 14§ different organizations and

§@“§§’ For large orgahizations with
3
semi—autonoLous divisions and separate training departments, I ineluded two-

A

N

L]

-

P
or three training employees in the,suryey.

. o | : L. ’ ¢ " .
Since this sample represented mémbers of a profésaﬁonal*association drawn
from a regional rather than a national roster, sbkveral comments’ shoyld be made

Y

',F:irst, ASTD is themiajor proféssional

-

association for organizational trainers, consultants and human

N o

on the generalizability of this study.

ESDUICG

It is a non—profit prganization designed to ‘promote the profes

sgonal
’ﬁ.“o . .‘
\”

developers.

The

growth and competence of its 16, 500 members in over 100 local éhaptefs

EY

diversity of its mﬂmbership and its nationwide appeal attests tb the likelihood‘

’ -

that its members are”representative of the larger populationkof tnainers and

“a

4 - a8
.

P
rs
v .

. .
A\l

o ~
The !'uthern Minnesota Chapter has 500 members who work in diverse businesses,

L) .

v'._.

Most -

j

government organizations, educational institutions, angd service centers

A -

., 0

of its members are employed in the Minneapolis-St. Pau&‘area;‘a-ldcale which

. . ' .
) . - . K o
' .

- ) Ce .

headquarters a number of large, conglomerate computing firms, faod processing
El * 3 L

. As a regional a§socia€ion,_this°

4

&

industries, and g@nufacturing corporations.
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&
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. « L] . °
training and development practitioner (68%) from an organization of 300.fo

. * N ' ’ . [
\
¢ M . - . *

growth. However, its members are employed'%y organizations that seem represéntative"

. + P
4

of those in other parts of the nation. ~/p§ :

N *

The survey form consisted of twenty-four questigns with multiple sub-parts.

The questions were divided into the following areas:

. \ ‘\ “\Q
1. Seven of them focused on the trainer's role as instructor and addressed
such 1ssue§ as the communicatlon topics, objectives, and evaluation

procedures. employed in communication workzhops,

[} 3

. K 3 .

' 2. Four questions explored how trdiners learhed about organizational
communication problems and how they diagnosed and managed these
issues; ) . . .

- L]

3. Two ouestions asked respondents to rank the skills that are necessary
for successful instruction of communication seminars and for effective

managment’ of communication problems, . oo
4. Another question asked trainers ﬁo rate the importance of six ‘
suggestions for improving college preparation of trainers and
consultants; and i s - “ 7 . F
- - ’;' ? -
- 5. Ten questions tapped’backgrou d and demographic information from ]
trainers. P \ .
. . ) » W !
Results

* [

In preparation for this paper, I analyzéd data from 57 questionnaires.
,This number represented a 287 return rate, which was below thé accentable

- .

35 to 50% response for mail questionnaires (Selltiz Wrightsman, Cook, 1976).

. ‘Y L3

I conducted a follow-up campaign urging respondents to return the survey and

-
.
~ f

1 ve received some additional forms; thus tte findings reported in this .
o - - . ' . . ~ .
paper are tentative rathel than corclusive. ' |

These 57 surveys represented 54 different organizations; four of them

~ 3

were private\consulting firms. Eighteen of.the 54 were drawn from trainers

in larger depjrtments while 29 came from respopdents employed in the smaller

¢

tfaining programs. Table 1 presents a breakdown of frequencies and percCentages,

-

of responses by type of organization. s BN “
’ ( [ -
{ - ° .,
Ten questions on the survey concerned demographﬂﬁginformation about the, . -
. . ‘/“ ". ..Q.
.trainers and their respective organizations. The typical respondent -was a -

. ..
. LI )
> , > ' L)
< . RN
) . o

g .
.
- - }‘ (3 Ll T
M : RS
* . ' . ) . :




oY < 4 . - ¢ i -
\Y‘a ‘ .. . PR . . N ] \) . N .
ﬁ}OOO,employees‘(58%) and from a_training and development staff of two to eight

®

T people (47%). The typical trainer ranged in.age:from'ZS to 35 (452).had an

advanced degree or graduate work toward a degree'(SlZ;_SAZ had either a Masters
or a Doctorate’degree); took one to three college courses in speech-communication

{ -
0 S - . " A . B i

(427%; 237 offthe respondents %ither majored or minbred in speech-commudicationzf
¢ : B ) ' L '
had no cougeewonk in Journalism (564), and took four to si*.college classes in
.

‘

. " . 4
English (F%Z)i Hence, the respondents included in this.sample were young,w?ell— \ ‘.

. ~ . . . A} '
educated with college coursewerk in oral and written commumication and .

’ t LN - o N - [

\ * employed as avtrainiﬁé and deveiopment‘practitioner for a moderate-size organ-

B .- ) »
/
~ ’

‘*ization. - oot . ’ : N
. ] . .
. - 4 .
In addition to this demdbgraphic data, each practitioner estimated the
\ S - .
\ e percentage of training programs.in his department devoted to communicatiofi | *

¢ @

o T
issues and assessed the relative importance of_ organizational communication

4 ) .. . - . : s . . .
programs in the activfties of his department. Estimates\ranged from less than -
« .k L
°; 5% to more than 50%’2% the tra*ning programs devoted to communication topics. .

"il ) *
Communication programs constituted an average of 20% of the training departments

- -
.

. activities; qWeveg‘ twelve trainens estimated’that more than 50% of their
- - . \‘s {
. progfams included communication topics. Furthefmore, 82/ of the respdndents
2 - \' N . .‘ -
rated communication as important or very important in EMEir company's traihing

e

-

\._ [
«

’ . .func&ions. These findings'parallel'those of Wagylik, et. al. (1976) in that

i h%%; majorit; of practitioners in this study also‘:egarded communication o -
'~ ‘f training as a,vftal element in their organizational development programs i 1
— To gain further‘insights‘giout 5his dengraphic data; I conducted an ’ o >
. Q; .exploratory studz;on the’relatipnshinramong‘these iariables. More §\ecif1cally, -~

- I ran nine two-way.. Chi—Square contingency tabdles between each independent ‘variable
(percentages of"progqams on oommunication.topics,.importance of communication
“ 2 . ..'~ ” ' Pl
. .3 training, and speech—communication educatiqn) and each dependent variable X
.1" - .« v “ ~, [ © “

(size of organization, size oftrainingstaff, and’ highest level of formal -

’ .
- i 1Y .
. “ . . . s, - . . -
1 »

., . o . .
N . h . 6. SRR . . ' . .
. . w o . - . . .~ N v
) . e L, . L \ . . . .
x
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SERIC

A ruitoxt provided by exic [

PR

. . . : ) . ' . " - . ' . . N
. T v - A , . - ' - o
. o‘,a [ . - - ‘ ‘-‘ .,
B N Y \ . A} ‘ )-‘\h 4 .
N educationkl The appendix of this paper contains details on the size of -
. - AN
tables and on tests of significance. Since this analysis was exploratory in = °
- .-

nature, the results ptesented in this .paper are probative and subject-to.

x

further analysis. .Organiietional size was not 'significantly associated with

'\ . L ‘/ . ] . . - . .. - oy

any of the three independent measures. But the size of a company's'training :
- . -1

B A I3 . 3
. K . ’e

staff ‘was significarttly related to the percentage of programs on communication
s 1 . .

-

“tssues, the importanee of organizational yhmmun <ation, and speech—communication\

- av

education. It appéared that larger=siZed training ﬁepartments{placed greater
. - ‘ v . . r

” . R
N S . - . .

emphasis on communication training and had more formal speech-communication
. ' , *

education than did smaller—slze training staffs. Additional tests are needed,

s - ~ . -

however, to determine the overlap between pairs of'reIationships and QO_'

- ‘ . ¢ 7 .
estimate the extent of linearity present in these assoc1ations. The third .
dependentimeasure fonmal educatlon, uas significantly llnked“w1th importance of
compunicatien and with speech-communicatlon\educatlon. Respondents with more

. . S ) ) o

formal education perceiveéd commupication’ training as moré importantlin theik

¢ - 4 .
.

-t

prograns\}han—did traiéers with less formal education.'~ﬁ .o

- . .

- . { . s ‘
. Seminars, Workshops, and Courses .on Communication Topi@s - .

. .
- v . . .

guestion 1 . v "
1Y . ™ ‘.

-
- 1

Question 1 presented a, list of thirty-four topic areas frequently covered

in organlzatio%PI communication classes. Trainers were, asked to 1nd$cate whiph * \\\

‘

r).' by '

communication topics vere included or have'been included in seminafﬁ* workshdps,

}c

. . ,‘

and after-hour coursés oﬁfered by their staff, A. yes' réSponse meﬁnt that a °

. .
> e -
. .
.

respondent eithe?-taught a specialized workshop on this top1c or included it

as a unit’ in gu introductory communica%éon ;ourse; This list,of'topics S

. .represented a-departure from those included‘ln previous surveys in that it

~encompa§sed a broader and more specific array of or@anizational communiéation .‘ (
. N T

areas. ) _ ' o L Lol ey e

o v

-
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s

Table 2:presents the percentage of ,'yes' responses for each topic. These
) - ’ a
. q .
topics clustered .into eight communication categories: * 1) interviewing,
! , e 4 ' N ) .
2) interpersonal~§ommunication skills, 3) leadershiz communication, 4) message

’

.flow and dissemination,®5) communication climate, . 6) bresentational speaking}.

., L F .

7) written communication and 8) group communication.  Leadérship (68%) and’

¢

-

interpersonal communication (60%) wer® the two'éategories that réc¥ived the

’ _ . . ‘

highest percentage of affirmative responsesi ‘The six topic areas that Were

0
\

. taught most frequently by practitioners were motivating people (864), —

—3
performance appraisgl interv1ews (81%), delegating’ author1ty (744), participatory

decision making (70%), communicator style (684), and listening (674) o

‘ -
\

'central heme.which unified these topics was an emphasis on interpersonal

1l
Wt

: /
~and dyadic relationship skills. ~ . . “
P A

v
¥ ~

g /o~ . B .
Topics geared toward performance skills, e.g., sales training (44%),

v‘persuasr,ive speaking (26%); preparation of technical reports (39%), as well as

"message flow and dissemination, e.g.,> upward and downward communication (46%,
47%), sufficiency of information-(25%), réceived a. mdderate to low, frequency of

v

+ .

endgrsement. y . - . -

' e o

Rese?rch on the mest salient and the,most troublesome organizational °

- -

conunication skills evinced a corresponding emphasis on leadership and inter-
ot v . g - .

%ersonal communication DiSalvo, Larsen‘and Seiler (1976) asked 170. business

>

ag mininstratlon graduates who &orked\in entry—level Jobs to rate ten communication
“ .

"Askills in terms of their importance for ach{eving success in business. Employ'ees
‘E l h * ,
< rated listening, routine rnformation exchange, and adv1sing as the three most

.

important skllls, regardless of whether responﬂents were communicating with

i

a superior; with a Subordinate, or_within or outside of the work group.

’

Similar }esults were reporged in Wasylik, et al., study (1976) of in~house

\ trainers;‘ the majority of practitioners percelved listening and interviewing

as the most important»eommunicatiod skills. Hanna and Wils&n (l977) redefined

some of the ten communicatian skills "used in the DiSalvo study ana asked - .

. N
* i

‘ . e

e 0o ./ 2 ¥ .. - v
" g
L o x « . -
I P . .
2 <. - ‘
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’

- ) . O

. - v w ‘ t l " I J
fifty‘panagers to rank their most troublesome communication skills; Again;.; o

the most troublésqme skills were .the leadgrshiﬁ;%nd ingerpersonal ones-- .

- ¢
Al * L

‘métivating people, delegating authority, and listening. Noté'that'these same, .
. - . -
skills emerged, in my study, as three of the six communication topics that were

) L . 3
7 most frequently tahght by trainerd. - ' e e T

This consistent\emphasis’pq,interpersdhal and leadership behaviors S
o - ' ro . ”

'coupled with a de—emphasis]dn berformance skills acrgss dive}se samplés and

' »

‘research studies suggested thatﬁrainershage adapted their programs to the
' v . nw * ] :
percelved needs of their clientele. In essence, the communication skills -that
\ ) ' . .
the majority of practitiomers includig‘in their programs were reported as

the most importafit .skilts for success in business (DiSalvo, et. al, 1976),
] v x - yd ]

, the most prevalent communicative behavidrs in terms of " frequent usage during

* ‘an average working day, and the most troublesome in terms qof petential{:

.

v

contribution to communication problems (Hanna and Wilgson, 1977).

’

Yet, researchets should be cautious in generalizing from these findings.

. P . . *
,Other factors such as organizational size and size of the training staff might
. ~ >

impinge on the availability %f communication training. In this study I conducted

0 v -
d [}

an exploratory analysig.on the relapionship.%;tween topic ,frequency an%\five

¢ . . . -
demographic variables and found a significant association between size of .

LR N .

training staff and frequency of offering communicas}on training in five areas--

-t

. . K4
handling grievances, persuasive speaking, presentation of oral reportsy use of -

- -

. b} o v iy, |
visual materials andqconducting negotiation sessions. (Size of contingeficy tables,
r Bl 1- | . .

-

X2 and p values aré‘rpporéeduin the appendix): Three of these topics tentered

N . . . ’
on-presentational,speakigg. Therefore, even though’ trainers placed less

emphasis on performance skills‘ang more emphasis oﬁ interpersonal and leadership-/

’ . . N

communication, the size of the training staff affected the conplusiveness of

R
- 2 . .
? N . . ¢

these findings. = - ‘ . ‘ : : »

- .

J
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"

Although 47% of

M

respondents seletted colleé%-conm nication classes as a primdry source of T

'training; 37% noted that instructor

‘The sources of training on’

- -

y s “a
instructional methods were equally divided ‘among in-house programs (%),

geminars offered b& a profeésionaT associatio (354),. ollege classes (}9%5,

..
i - . TN .

o 9

| 3 -
o B e K N / , .
,andtrainingprog;ams‘sponsoréd by another compa (30/) A
Three respondents méntioned that highly;train s well—qual%fied consultants
. \ . “ ~ N

were hired to conduct,communication training.

y

]

.% source for preparing trainers.in communication’ content and* to some degree, in

were’ playing an,active role in training the trainers.
. * w7

had

experience.

/'

.

Que'tions'é, 5, 6,

Respoﬁses to the

/’ kS

N b4

~ ’

oand'7

ohe

These four questions qentered on the ways that trainers carried out eheir

.
.

teaching and course evaluation functions.‘

- -

addressed such issues as how trainers chbose. l) the communication courses‘,

to use, ﬁhd 4) the course evaluation pr

.
o

I
H

-

-
.

\

More specificallv

™

A number of these consultants

frafuate degrees in ‘speech-communication ae well

1 4

\
-

.
3

4 .

-

-

- .

°

former -teaching

se questi né'suggested that colleges gre satll the primary o

these queries

A

-

.
’

#

L4

instructional methods; howewer, in=house programs and professional organizations'

rd

. ko offer, 2) the course objectives to establish 3)vthe instructional methbds

. v

ocedures to follow. . Subjects were asked

fo indicate on a five-point scale the_extent to which they used each of the

) ‘ L . ) ' ’
alternatives listed. ‘Table“S.summarizes sum of ratings for gach alternative,,

~

.

s

C

the mean rating,

" and the’percentages of respondents who circled scale points

ERI

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

El
. BN . -

one and two, scale point three, ann scale points four and five. * The percentages *

for scale points four and five——to'a_%reat extent and 'to a very great extent--

. - . .
- . . . *

A . | . - -
e, . . B & - e ' ~° .‘ ¢
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‘ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

.

served‘}s the.basis for comparing responses.’ '
" The first question in this sectiod concerned the selection of communication
topics for training programs.- A majority of‘the trainers (63%)”relieﬁ extensiyely'

L]

on requests by clients or by a particular department im the organization.
v ’ ol - ;
- Practitioners, also employed réquests made by. top management of the orgéhigation L
7 ‘ .

(6lA)~and results of need assessment surveys (497) to determine course selection?

-
EN

A -

however they rarely relied or trainer preferenqes (94) or on topics” . s
-~ . cor :
_included in other tra;ning programs (7%) in declding which courses to offer.

+ =~ - 3
s . . ~ &

The next question focused on setting obJectives for communication seminars.
The two,iactors which exerted the greatest influence on goal setting for courses -
. .
weré needs of the partic1pants as determined by g'needs assessment survey (49%)

’

¢ -

and subject matter of the course (46%). Responses to the'question on types of

Ly s
' o L] ' -
» N ~

instructional methods used in communication seminars showed that tra;ners employed
° [ :

.

0 ‘ .
-\ variety of teaching-techniques. Although leéture—discussion methods ranked

i . ~ - .

first in overali percentAge (654) of ﬁrequent responses, four other alternativeq

- R

. uere se!ected frequently by dore’ than 40/ of the trainers. These four methods ..

- .
“ . ,
S

were application‘qf codrse contentgto participants' situations (54%), role—

.
- - .
. ..

. .

playing of an‘org?niéétional event (46%), case studies (42%), and media .

presentations on content material (40%).. oA - ' .- . .

The last question im this section ascertained 'how 'trainers evaluatée the

.effecfiveness of communication semjnars.- The _two evaluation procedures which )
ragners empl?yed extensiyely were individual testimonies from part1c1pants ) L%;
(604) and postconferen%e chechzists (49%). -Both methods were'more subJective‘ ’_

\.and more diffitult to document than "the two procedunes which received'the -

-
)

lowest endorsement, determining-cos%-benefit ratio of the seminar (47%) and
~ . . : _7 ° N ’ ~ S © . " ¢ . 2
'quantitaqive asséssment of the goald'\participants achieved (19%). In fact, Loh

. almost.th%ee—forths of the fespondents (742)_indicated that they-used cost-

[N

benefit ratio to a very litgle‘extent and‘42% of, them .employed quantitative

~

. methods of course evaluatiod’ﬁo a very little extent. "

| * . ” e -
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_In the maiﬁ, these findings demonsfrated that Erainers‘relied-on input oot
' s - s

from clients or from top management to: determine WBich ommunibation seminars p
' .8 LN )

to offer, “then they condncted a needs asseSsmenﬂisurvey of paxticipants and

D .
« 5 [l ~ .

combined results of this study wich knowledge of course content to establish

« O ®

e PR .

course objectiVes. They employed a wide variety of teaching methods to

2 3

supplement lecture-discussion and they utilized postconference checklists plus

\

pL - S . ¢ v

individual testimony frop(participants to solieit feedback on the effectiveness ’
¢

of training.programs. N . ‘ s
"o <3 \ ¢ [N N .,
- . : -, ¢ . . N 4 : \
Questions 8, 9 and 10 . S G \ "
f ‘ ~ - » N ~
The next set of questioms focused on the role of trainers iﬁéhandling - I
‘ RN .

communication.problems which ‘arise in the organization. As w1th questions b-7, -
T . ' - ~ .

subjects responded onea five—point‘scale for each item. Table % summarizes the‘

. to- . 4 . > L S . Pt

.. ° . -0

.

_ . - N SO ; : .
mean rating, sum of ratings and percentages for quesfions 8 - 10. 4 .
" oLl B v - . )

P
° f ’ 14

In question’/ ’spondents were asked to/indicate how frequenEly éhey {{

- ™~ 1

encountered'twel commuﬁication problem? The commut icat&gn érea tgat a4

- i’ N\

*
majgrity of’ traine’i:s encountey,ed frequently or vei‘y f quently was tnanagerial\‘ .

(el ¢

ineffectiveqess as determined &y poor isten d by- bility\té delegate . 34'

: responsibilbties and to motiVate employees (70%y. There was a substantial
breéﬁ in perceﬁtages between this problfm and those which were ranked v
A

| '

immediately below it. The five i;ems below it clustered i to-the 40 to 45% .
» .o

range of response krequency and cover%d such issues as develiping trust ) .

s ”

4 L ‘e

bétween supervisor and subordinase:, developing fI%xibility in management style,,

* - N

building-cohesiveness between members of‘work groups, promoti\ _shared L2
L4 . N } ‘ ’
- 0 n
information between supervisor and subordinate, and improving interviewi ,
‘ - -~ v . » ~
sessions.. . ‘ " - e, N .

. 4 ~ ' . »

These findings were.congruent with'communication topics'that
s - : n < .o

of trainers included-inlseminars:and workshops. Agdin, the interp rsonal and
2

’ ¢ <

TN
leadershdp communication skills emerged as the most significantjt &nication

.

“\ i,
. areas. ‘In like manner, impfqving presentationar speaking, raducing cdnflicts

e




ﬂ%etween-departments and reducing message distortion were communication

~

L . ) T . \
problems that.trainers ‘seldom encountered. : . L) .
\‘. - o - ¢ . .\ - ) . =
Question 9 asked congunltants to indicate the frequency that they-relied on _ |,
- . o B .7 . - "—i)
)— - ~ ! s
specifjic sources as contdcts about communication_prqblems. Practitioners '

N
. -

A.y.epended on"ma_nagers of the work unit wheré¢ the problem waspident'ified and on
employees in that unit as sources for learning about ébmmunibation problems (46%).
- . ‘ . - . -
s T ™ P . : . -
5 fhe use.of attitude surveys as a method for discovering communication problems
. ’q . ) i o - . s e N -
\received a frequent or very frequent response’by only 16% of the trainers.
) S P ' , T
. In the tenth question, respondents'were asked the extent to which they used
. i v N .
various approaches .to diagnose and reduce communication problems. The three

3

approaches that trainer$ used extensively were interviews with employees who

are inYoived in the situation (46%), priwate counseling with these individuals
. e AY
- * . N 1§ N
(46%), and provision of training seminars on the communication topic whichkdealt
i N o

. with this particular prbblem (427%) . Practitioners rated attitude sdr veys (16%)

- L)
. . R} 1
. —_—

and T groups (5%) as the least egtensiveiﬁ"hsed approaches for diagnosing and

L]
3

handling communication difficulties.- , )
In essence, trainers encountered. interpersonal and leadership communication

~ .

| problems*more frequently tban they did message dissemination difficulties or )

T . - .
problems with public presentations.‘ Moreover, practitioners learned about

[T}

organizational problems from managers.and employees in the work unit where
= P g . . o -

the difficulty occurred Trainers diagnosed and managed these‘problems by
> 144
1nterview1ng employees, cogpseling with the people invelved in the-situation,

.
] . -
. ’ -~ -

and offering training sessions on the communication prgblem area.« )
p -

-Qggstiog 11 \” AR " "l/'."

.

"question asked respondents if they had linked trainmg dutcomes to

job performance, relationships between business and the outside community5 and

to company profitability 674 of the trainers claiméd that had taken steps to

o <

_integrate training with job perﬁpzmance. Jn an open—ended question wnich probed

~ L]

che type of steps they had taken, their responses fell into four categdries,

o : 13 - e >
‘ H . A '




S ’ ' -~ ) . o i ~
SR LR ' o ! . 2
. 'l) identifying performance deficiencies prior to traiding and desigping special

~seminars aimed at improvement 2) offering training in conjunction with on-the-

'S

L .
“.

4
! job projects, 3) requiring part1cipants in training’ seminars to establish ¢

- .t v

. improvement obJectives and conducting follow-up evaIuatlon sessions based on,
these objectives, and 4) integrating performance appraisal standards and -
? . - D ; [ ‘ - ’

’ -
L4 h - . ’

management by -objectives into the goals and évaluation procedures of the training )
o, . A - . . - \
~ N . . . . - ; ’
N J

programs. . . ; . -
T« . i Y & . . 1 2 ~
= Fewér\respondents attempted to interrelate training with improving relation-
_ ) . . .l :
- . " [} . .
ships between business and the outside community. But the 32% who gave an
. < . ‘e . . M . !

¢ .
affirmative response mentioned these actions: providing public speaking

7

- )\ e ‘ . ° . .
consultati@n to non-profit groups, conducting commnication courses and training

~ » .
sessions'for customers, coordinating a college student internship program, ahd .

developing tra1n1ng packages’to be used by other ‘or anizations. . -

1y

N On the third item, 467 of the respondents contended that they.had taken

»

& steps to interface training goals with company profitability Responses to .
A | \ . '
this item were: 1) lin&ipg trainlng to performance and then pe*formance to

1 ~ -~

product%fity, 2)using tra hg seminars to improve product development, for
) example:'the'use of creative problém solviné methods to change proﬁhct“design o

- . . i

and thereby increasé productlvity,&¢3) offering train1ng sem1nars on profit

management aﬁé econotic awareness, and 4) designing training programs to be

. .

. .o

* cost efficient and to‘fontrol for expenses. X - \
4

N ' In this questlon, a maJorlty of practitioners felt that their programs

contribute to improved on#the—Job\\ézi\rmance and to increased profltablllty of
Q
: the organizatlon. These results-are in keeping‘with Wasylik, et. al. (l976)

ot

findings on the goals of communication training ReSpopdents in their study

- .

5 " viewed,exchange of ideas and’information and increased productivity as thé most

v NIEN . -

important goals of ti'ain‘ing.~ Of‘secondary concern were goals which éengened

on reduction of conflict and ‘on humah relations skills.

» -




Quésfions_lZ and 13 ~ ’ "

These questi%ns centered on the training skills.which contributed to

/ . rd . »
succeggqu/lgstruction of communicatio? seminars and.to effective management

_——

.

* +

of communication problems. \Eg; each question respoddents were asked*to rank.

-ordﬁr.eleven°skilis; an ASTD 1

4 . L

ist of 65 basic skill redhirements for trainers
, \\\. served as the primary source for th§ eleven. The same set of general abilities
. ’ \ . o

-were used in both questions; hence it was posgible to compare the rankings of
. . . : N .

each skill between the two qqesﬁions. Table 6 summarizes the mean rank and the
! o L . - . —
~ percentages for 1 to 3 ranks, 4 to 7 ranks, and 8 to 11 ranks for the instructional

I

- N 4
training skills and Table 7 presents the same categories of data:for rankings of

(TS

. - g;gblémrsolving abilities.

Empathy and listening skillg received.the highest mean rénk.for both

. training functions, while persuasive ability and research skills were ranked
lowest for both qug%tions. “Another skill which ranked high fdr‘both functions

was the'ability\tq analyze problems and diagnosé gituations.‘ Evidently trainers

Y * sée this as a énitical function for seminar sessions as well as trouble-shooting

» - ¢ &

acfivities.' Performaﬁce—rg}ated skills such as knowledge of communication content
‘ - . ¥

) and flexibilitf of style t6\matcﬁ audience situétién were deemed moﬁe important

~ -

oo for instruction of'%?mmunication seminars than for effective.problem-solving. M
N \ ¥ N "

=N\ - ) .
\\\\~\ " Corresponding;, ability to recognize conflict and impart problem-solving skills
. - -, . g . ,

’ Plus interview competence were perceived as more significant skills for the '

. < ‘problem-solving functions than for instructional activities.

s - ) p
Many of the top-ranked skills for both functions were offshovots of communicative
- v . . [

.

behaviors: .Thus our job as trainers'of the trainers involved skills developﬁent

>

. in listening, analyzing communication' problems, recogniiing conflicts, and

~

t

’ . » ° 0

’

oo . - .
developing clarity of communicator style as well as fostering understanding

- \ .

g of orgaqizatioqpl\communicatioﬁ theories and principles. . = -

2 \
. .
’ . -
.
v .-
. . ~
e
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Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

/ “course requirementdind curricula:

RIC

" Question 14 o ] .

A

' In the last question, trqiners rated on a five~point scale the)relative

¥ . .
importance of- six suggestions for improving university preparation of practitioners.

Five of. them received 'a High percentage of important and very important ratings.

The recommendation which recéived the bt;onges; endorsemént was developing an

’

internship program for students to work\iﬁ training departmentg® (77%). The~

. 4 . N Co, .
next-thrgg,option§ with a high percentage of importance ratings centered on

65% of, the respondents favored course

.~ -

requirements in interviewing, attitude measurement and data collection

S . S ) -

techniques;'63§‘i5pported course requirements in assessment of learning goals
7‘ d -

‘and in evalution of workshops; 63% wanted universities to offer a special

* ‘

curriculum for organizgtiqpél trainers and consultants; however only 397 -

- -

of the traineﬁf supported course requirements in quantitative and qualitative _ :
. LY 4 .

\
- - ¢

methods.
Providiag students with opportunjties for experience in.the field and
\ e \’v A . . - 4

for a solid background in @nst}uttional development were suggestions that

" trainers added in the open-ended portion of this question. One respondent

-

remarked, "Universities, in my opinion, can't do muJ% beyohg the basics to

N o

"train' consultants. Studentssneed a theoretical base then sufficient work
. ‘ : N
experience in busines$before they®can determine if they are interested or ewven
. . ’ \ . .
qualified to consult." R ’

7 f ’ ] ?

Discussion , Y
. - .
i - .

c Although the.find&?gs of this study raise a numbér of issues worthy of

L. . .

discussion, this section will focus primar@f& on the impligations of this
» St . s : . !

. « L4
- research for organzational communication courses iiaiglleges. These ¢ourses

ma¥ be iihited to providing prospective trainers with theo{etfcal foundations
R - R .

» .
[

xﬁther than practical'experience, but they can improﬁe,ekisting programs in

.

two ways: 1) by making theoretical approaches and content areas more apbficgﬁle

3

to non—academic situations ,and 2).by pro\iding.opportunities for students t:o'h~s .

N
[ . , - 1 .
v . v ¢
. 5 . (;a .
. ' 'S ‘Q >
- ’ ' ” . . - - .'
, , “ i . @ .o . .
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First, current theories and content-areas in organizational communication

2 -

LY

place too much emphasis on.dissemination of information. Downs and Larimer

(1976) report that.dpyard)and-downward channels of cgpmunication rank first

. e
. . .
¢ e e e L. A .,

- - - I * ° o
in the type of subject matter included in college organizational communication

L < -
d ~y -

classes. Topic areas which, rank high in my survey of trainers, i.e., leadership,
~ (&vqt.‘ ~ - .
motivétion, and listénfng, are ranked in the middle or lower third of the

* .ougy
. 4

content areas included in the\Powns and Larimer study. Furthermore, textbooks
in organizatiomal communication usuaddy contain. at least two and sqmetimes four

i -

chapters on chanfiels of communication, network analysis, serial communication,

ot

and message overload, distortion and omission. (See Koehler, Anatol and "
- - . N . V1 s -
s . [
Applbaum, 1976; Schdeider, bonaghy and Newman, 1975; Farace, Monge and
Russel, \;9*77) . ST
. M \ A %
These topics and the theoret1cal assumptions whlch undergird them‘place

undue importance

R
U

This theoreticai

the mechanistic perspective of communicatlon? (Fisher, 1978)

-

rview accentuates the physical, spaciar elements of a message
i N

.
M .

. Co. * ).
rather than the subtle nuances of relationship patterns and the eomplexities

e oA, %

s . . . .
of meaning interpretation in organizational setting§. Moreover, by stressing
. ¢ ., - .

~

-

transmission of messages and message channels, this approach treats organizational

’

communication as a linear, unidirectional,,causal activity. Viewing communication

’

-

.

from the mechanistic perspective is not necessarily inaccurate, but it over-

L3

simplifies the complexities that typify organizational activifﬁ?s.

. £

<t

In addition, empiric¢al generalizations from network analysig and communication

-

channel research arefof little use to non-acadepic professionals because the§ -

fail to explain why such phenomena occur (Grunig, 1975). Instead we provide
Core i
students with descriptions of the types of messages that'iravel up and ,down the
¢ ™ . N
channels and the modes of communication appropriate for various channelg without
I

PN

sufficient explanation as to why these network functions develop. o

-

¢ ol . xj
E
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A reidedication to leadership gnd interpersonal éommunication topics in ' ‘k

organizations has the advantage of incredsing the applicabdlity of ‘course 2

‘content as well as providing aeademicians with a framework‘fdr eXamining the

- -
- s =™ .

" same concepts across subsystems of the %rganﬁ—jtion Unlike scholars who

¥

N recommend divorcing organfzational from interpersonal communication(Downs aﬁd;%h” .
Larimer, 1 ‘6), I contend that thisd blend‘constitutes a harmoniousimixture of! v
4 | interdepen?znt condepts? Moreover, thisAtendency to separate commhnication eﬁ:aﬂ;
: . - ?
"' tinto situations or contexts, e.g., interpe{%gnal, small group amd organizational,
. leads to overestimating the importante of numbers and under;ating the’ nature and
outcomes\o% a communication transattion. (Miller, 1978; Bochner,,>3%8) ' .,
. Another suggestion to improve the aEplicabil;ty of academic course content
is to reduce the nymber of'content areas covered in one class,and to unify ) ' y///

these concepts. Topic areas in beginning as well as advanced organizational

. communication classes are often too fragmented and follow a shotzjn pattern of
. [\§ . - -

development{IvAs a result, student fail to synthesize concebts i to\the larger
'\ . g‘ . . N , . . . .
gestalt thatgdepicts organizational situationga - .

.

B 3

»

Secondly, Organizational communication programs should provide opportunities

for deveIoping training skills In particular, programs should require students *

to gain experiente in assessing and evaluating learning goals, in deslgning
training programs for-different typés of audiences and" . in utilizing a variety
‘xof teaching methods. In classroom exercises, instructors should develop role— .

playing, case studx and simulation mg;hods to confront students with realistic'

problems and encoura e development of diagnostic and conflict-management skills.

so, whenever possiblp, universities.should offer internships and field

°

experience in organizations. ‘ . .o .
. . / ‘
The image of training programs in business is changing Whereas some

. peo&}e viewed training as a 'fringe benefit' operation with pacﬁaged 1nstructiéhal

.

o units, they now see-it as a goal-oriented* problem-solving activ1t?’§imed a& N

- e ’ a

h : manpower needs of- thesbrganizaéion Moreover, training programs are striving

- .

-

, . = . S v
A 18 S S .
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=

-I8- .
11
o A
to demonstrate cost/benefit ‘relationships, ach;%vemént of specific objectives,

& - . .
improvements in job perfqrmance, and contribufions to productivity. To ..

accomplish these endeavors, trainers need to rely on more sophi%ticated
A , .
procedures for assessing learning goals and évaluating training programs. This
3
ected achange in the ‘traditional reliance on’attitude surveys;

traiheys in this study rargly employed thig_method of data collection.
.- A ® ,

Yet,/respondents in this study followed t?i/fgpé/traditiqnal and less p
. . ~ L0 L) .
épecific,measures for evaluating training programs——the use of postconference/,

- T . ' 4
- . . A ; ~ - . S
checklists and testimonies“figgiseminar participants. s ; s

[} 7
-, /

) e ° . L
» '"No longer can trainers specialize in one

As Kenneth Blanchafd notes
. 2

U

type of training, e.g., Job enfichment, MBO, grid training,...The qld

bhiﬁgéephy of 'have training package will travel' is no longer viable...

)
X
/l'
,
- 1
§
3

ERI

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:
.

3

o . -

tréiner§“sie going to have to éharpen their skills in qrganizationél diagnosis...

14

and help develop more effé%tive human organizations." ("Looking Ahea&&, 1976,. p.29)
o : ! ; ¢ A !

Universities must do their part to help trainers develop competencies to

s —a
[} - - ? (
.

these challenges: ¥ . N

. -

meet

£
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. . "/ Types of Organizations¥* .
“&: . -,. an . .. - . . V.. . . ]
T - Frequéney and Percentage of Responses to .
. A ¢ C Survey on Organizational Communication <:“
- .-. "_‘“. - o ~N ' ‘4' . N . .
Type of g?ganizatfonq fo Frequency of % of Totdl
coer Ty ‘ ) : . “Responses Responses-
R S . P ) . - ! - * T
e T : o < ' l\ “ N —g ey . ~ N
Hardware Manufacturlng and Industrial Préducts ) 13 1247,
Banks and Financ1a1 Institutions ‘ L 8 L15%
Private Consulting» Firms . 7 127,
' Hospitals,, C oy T ' & 11%
" Food Processing and Packaging % IR ’ . 4 ’ 7% h
: . . . : .
Insurance Companies ‘ 4 «~ Th
Government Agencies * - ., . E ‘ 3 6%
Department Stores - ;, 3 6%
» .
Utility Companies : ) = 2 . 4%
\ Media Corporations h ’ ’ . 2 : 4%
Civil & Religious Organizatidn ° : * 2 4Zl
9 " .
- TOTAL - -S4 ¢ 100% °
‘, al ) ’
et Y.ow ' , . ‘
[y : : ‘ I ! ’ b

#**%*The names of specific organlzations represented in this study_are withheld

to preserve anonymity in the reporting the data.
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.~ . - Commnication Topics Included in Training Seminars and-Workshops
A " ' . '. . < . . .,' L. T
' - _ > v ~ % of 'yes'
' ) N ' . 7, Responses
- A, Interviewing =~ - - / T / . + 517%
1. Performdnce ‘Aypraisal Intervi‘ews . SN ¢ 81%
© 2, Employment Intetviews - ‘ i " e "58%_
v, 3. Counseling Interviewf | . o ? 427, -
+ 4, Exit Interviews' . o Y 2307
e . B, 1Interpersoral Communication Skills ) "r R [-: <. 60%
1, Cc;mrmmiéation Sty1e- ’ ‘ : 68%
2. Listening " ’ _ L 67%
3, Coaching- Skills ) - o, . 53%
4, _Nonverbal Communication Skills T . ) - 51%
) ' . X
. C. Leadershig and Cjammunicatiori ) . 2P - ) 68%
" . * ' ' )
- C g 1, Motivadting. People ' . L, 867
. . 2. Delegating Adthority . Lo S 4%
. 3. Giving Criticism ot T : 65%
. 4, . Handling Grievanges . + L e 58%
. 5. Giving Directions ‘ ’ e ) 56%
; : FEN Yo .
; ' D, Message Flow in Organizations . ; N ' ’t - 40%
4 v " ‘: . ' ' ’
7+ 1, Downward Communication ‘ N ??Z
. 2, Upward Communication ‘ P - 46% -
*.:3. Lateral Communication : ‘ A 33%
4, Rumor C}}annels‘ L . A 3 . 33%
‘B, Commnication Climate - 50%
' 1, . Participative Decision-Making __ 4 70%
u 2, Supportiveness Between Superior and ‘Subordinaﬁas + 61%
. 3. Openness Between Employees r 3 447,
{ . + 4, Trust-and Credibility Levels Amor;g ?mployees T 2
N S¢ Sufficiency of Information .t . 33%
- L : .- :
"P. Presidential Speaking % . : : 33% -
-~ '+ 1, Use of Visual Materials 4 L WT e 0 51%
. . . 2, Sales Training - o _ 447,
. .3, Presentation of Oral 7’t’%zepor:t:s - 3 447,
4. Persuasive Speaking ..° N \ o '26%
G.,” Written Communication - ‘ ) K .. 387.,g >
. t[: " ) _-"' 4
' . ‘Memorandum ‘and TLetter Writing T X &
©2, P{'eparation of Technical Reports 39k
-3, Newsletters, Press Reéleases T e 127
o ’ “' . _,J‘
o™ ) ) ' |
Q ' - ~ 21 . ’ . j%
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( . Table 2 ( Ontinued) \/ 2 , ce T ?_ <«

. I? I
H, Group Communicat:ion

s R 3

. 1. Running Effective Meetingy S e

.+ .2, Team Building, * L0 o

- . 3. Conferénce Planning, RO 3
N . &4, Negotiation Sessiéfis ¢ ) o -

Y+t .5+ T Groups, Encou@ter Grot@s . : .

T

S$ix Coummunication.Tapics, With Highebt Percefitages

. MotfVating People . e T e
2, Performance Appraisal Interviews * e e
.Delegating Authority *E ¢ e :
Participative Decisioanaking .
5. Communication,Style , - . - P .-

} . 6. Listening ' I

8,

N P .
. , . L
- j ‘“i .
-
’l

- : Six Communicatﬁon Topics Nth LQwest Peroentag_s

T Groups, Encounter Groups
Negotiation Sessions ;

Newsletters, Press Releases - / D e
Sufficiency of Information te s

127 ’ .
18 . *

26%
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- Question # 4 How do you Mean Sum of N % of Respgnses“-for 7% of Responses for 7% of Reaﬁghﬁes for
= -determine which communi- Ratipg- Ratings | Scale Point 4 & 5 Scale .Point 3 Scale Points 1 & 2
cation courses to offer? B , ' ” .
. ; . . . . '
N ¢ ? - v, - ?- ! .
Alternativeq- ‘ To A Great Extent., To Some Extent To a Little Extent )
T 1. Requested by the client - ' o ‘o -
o or by a part{cular , ) : .
. department, ~ . 3.6 206 251 63% © 21% ' 3 117
) 2. Requested by top _ . . ! .
management, 3.4 192 52 62% 16% . 19% . ;
» PR
N . / ‘ ~ -~ . /
; 3. Based on attitude LT . " . . ) .
surveys, :; , 2.5 . 140 P! 267 T 19% 497,
" - J A v, ~
- 4. Based on a needs o : T
3 adsessment program 3.2 - 181 51 497 ~ < 217 257
5. Ind;vidual traingr . i . ' , a . .
choosges. topics that . - . - = . N 5
* . he/ghe prefers 1.8° 103 48 97% 217 607 i
T e e . ‘) ~
i 6. Requested by manager = . . ’. .
-=p ‘. . of the training ‘ B T . -
v - department . 2.8 159 51 37% - 25% . 33
. » . q v ’ /J
7. Included in train g . 7 ’ .
programs offéred , _ .
. other companies 1.8 104 47 ™" 267 « v 54y .
23 — — " e v‘ . 24
e . ’ — - h - L ” = > . {

Mean Ratings, Stim of Ratings,

TABLE -3

Teaching and COuf%e Eyﬁluation ¥unctig?s of Trainers

and Pepcentages of Responses for Sets of Scale BgipES'
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) < i 7 ) . . N
- » * h "j‘
. 8 > - . i 4
. - Y. Mean . Sum of N ° % of Respongses for, 7 of Responses for 7% of Reésponses for
f ’ Rating Ratings . Scale Point 4 & 5 Scale Point -3 Scakbe, Points 1 & 2
'Q;.xes.tion # 5 How do train- < e " »
- ers determine objectives . ' e, - '
for comnicatibn courses? To A Great Extent To Some Extent ‘‘To A Litt:lle Extent - o
1. Attitude surveys of - : ~ . 3 O
-participadts. ‘' . -7 2.4 138 56 ° 25% - 2. . "4,
2, Needs ‘assessment of , ' . e e " ‘
participants, 3.3 190 52 0 49%. w\ 33% 147
. s |
. . . . ¢ - i
3. Content of course . . t . -
: subject matter,. X 3.1 176 - S0, . 46% ! *287% o 197
. ‘e , | . o N ~"§ . ,
4, Objectives uqéa in )2 ' i ot a \
. ptevious course, 42,4 139 49 21%- " - ~35% - ., v 35%
N T s ) * . ’ £y . 7 Ko at
- . v ’ ~v . -y ©
v 5% S,{cflls that trainers ' “ . . -
", think participants e ¢ . . - . ~y .
want, . , ~2,8-~"7158 52 ¢ 30% oL 33‘7.“ . - 33%.
. { N B
Question.# 6 “How fre- ‘ o .
quently do you use the C * . ) '
following methods in . -~ o - , \
training seminars? ) Very Frequently Occationally™ Seldom
v - s v g .
" .1, lLecturediscussion, - _ 3.6 %os 51 . \ . 65% } '23% |. % 0
2. . Rolé playing. ?.1 178 . 51 467 25% Y v 25%
3. Casé Studies, 3.0 172 49 = son . VN
- . 0' N ) o ' \ N ! ' \’ )
4, simulations of #an R e a :
Organizational context /2.2 . 125, 47 ‘ 19% \\' o 19% ) - 49%
. . o S .o \ 3 4 ~ R
"5, Lecture-performamce ‘ . t uw
of participants , ‘- 2,5, 14} 51 ~ 147 ‘{ 407, | 40%
v . / N r - - v - \ . -
e : ‘ ’ \ 1
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v , R - !

JY , _ T, Mean Sum of N % of Responses for ¥ of Kesponses ﬁg,:' Gprof Res ponces “For
A : R‘art:in&Rat:ings Scale Point 4 & 5 Scale Point 3 Scalé Points 1 & 2
E . . < -

6. Media Presentations = 3.2 .180 51 - 0%t 5% 1%
7‘.6 Videotaping of o : ‘
participants ° 2,2 127 50 16%. . 26% 517
~ 8. Application to parti- ’ : : —
cipants situation '~ . 3.5 198 . . 50 547, ' j 30%- 97%
. - f . -~ . - /
- . P . — /' > ”
‘" Question # 7 To whats - = . . .
. extent do you use each of | i N U . o
the following methods to . ’ , . ~— .
evaluate training programg'! . To A Great Extent To Some Extent . To A Little Extent
1.; Postconfer‘ence inter- ' ‘ o ) % ‘
., Views, . 2,6 151 ° 53 267, . ) 267 : . 467
"2, Postconference T - ' ‘ © . . ' - :
. checklists. co31 17 53 49% s 19% . 30%,
. - - - A '
1 3. Qualitative assess-: - . - \
-ment of acquired : ' i .
communication skills, 2.7 154 - 30 30% , 33% S 30%
, ~ ” ) ~ ] ) ) .’ . LI}
4, Quantitative assess- - . : .
.+ ‘ment of goals achieved 2.3 . 130 '~ 49 ‘19% 30% - 437%
- . . . N f— ’
5. Instructor effective- . . ' > N . .
r' . % sess evaluation _ . 2.9 166 - 52 . ' 26% o _ | 497 . . . 21%
6% Individual ‘testimony . . , ‘ \ .
_ from participants* - 3,4 196~ 52 . > 122,
g 7. Determining cost- ’ .
benefit .-ratio of 1 . L /
. seminars., L.+ 1.6 92 49 . 74%
‘e N ’ N L : " ( * )
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. TABLE & - - . ol Y
* . . <, / , - ° % <]
< : . COmmunicatinn Ptoblem-Solving Punct::lons of Trainers . o {
Mean Ratings, Sum gf Ratings, and Percentages of Respohse’s for Sets of Scale Points
l‘ ' > * ‘
“ . . ) . . T L .
. Question # 8 Indicate Mean Sum of N % of Responses for 7 of Responses for % of Responses for
“Jthe frequency that train- Rating Ratings Scale Point' 4 & 5 - Scale Point 3 Scale Points 1 & 2
"ers encounter each of the : ; o s oo
following problems? ., ‘ ot
Alt:ert;at:ives - - o Very Frequent ., ' Occasionally Seldom
: o - g N R —
: N ., « . . .y . .
-1, Developing trust-levels 3.4 191 > 53 40% s 457, ) 12%
v 2 Developing flexibility ) ) . -. ) .
in mgmt, style. 3.4 193 ‘53 427 42 147
L 3
. 3. Buildins cohesiveness, '3,3 190 . 5B V aat . t\ 407, ) 14%
8, Reducing E&*ﬁ"eage S : . .o i , .
”&ummon. . 3.0 173 - 53 36% : ) VAR 38317.
| 5.~ Promot:ing shared ° - ) _ ' : ) .
. information, - 3.4 ° 194 - .33 46% . 37% ' 11%

Improving present:ational

,\speakm; 2.8 158 53 26% oL T ., 443,
cing conflict ‘ ' ¢ o

edu N ) . - - Lt .
%eexg\depertments 2.8 161 . 52 23, 427, T 322
+ 8. Improving mahpgenial - . . ’ o . ‘
»  effectiveness’ 3.8 216 52 - 70% ’ 19% _ 7%
9, Improving effectiveness T o - i :
in running meetings 3.0 169 51 - . 35% % e 83 26%

. 2q . . ¢ £

: & 10, Handling hostile , - * . L . >
< ERIC .+ customers. . ~ 2.6 153 -~ 32 25%

S‘i\ 28 K '- 447
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T2 C . Mean  Sum of N % of Responses for 7% of Responses for 7.of Responses for i
o . Rating Rat?ings Scale Point 4 & 5 Scale Point 3 " Scale Points 1 & 2
il, Imp:c:% interview . ) .
'segsigns.. 3.1 174 51 39% 287% T 25%
C 12, 'Counseling personal K . é
problems, 2,6 148 54 25% 237% o 497
. - -~ - . '
¥ .
. . 2
Question # 9 How often . :
do these sourceg fumction ) )
" as contacts dbout communi- " T . .
cation problems? Very .Frequently Occasionally . (,‘fSeldom ) ~
A ' i »
1. Manageérs o’f‘ the . e g s
" department where g _ ) - /
w the problem was ° : S
. ldentified, 3.2 185 50 467 397 : ' 9%
2, Employees-in thg: _ : ™ ' - ¢
department. 3.2 ' 1847 49 46% 35% . A & 4 '
] * - .
3. Retsonnel staff * <= )
- ', through attitude . .
¢ suﬁreys, t 2.3 132 ° 49 « 167 28% - 47% .
- : . f
4, Manager o_f ‘the . | .o _ e \ o i -
- training department, 2,7 158 50 287 b 35% - 30%
\ LT : - \ 2
| + -] . .
. T \ - i a4
.. ' R . . - . . 32 -
- 4
31 : .




. 3

IS 2 , . - j:v ‘ $ . ) —
. ' . . . <., ’ . . - . s . '
. - - Mean sSum of N % of Responses fpr % of Responses for % of HeSponces for .
. B ean 1)
A -Ratihg Ratings . Scale Point 4 & 5 -Scale Point 3 Scale Points 1862 | ~
N e . c Y T~
. . e - v [ ,°
Question # 10- Indfcate - L .. .
the extent to which trainers- o -
use these approaclres-to ;o &_ N <
diagnose and manage C e 3 . . ~—— ) < ,
communication problems?’ To A Great Extent To Some’Extent To A Little Extent
-1, ~Interviews with b ’ S
employees, 3.3 187 52 467 - . 32% - 19% . -
2, Attitude surveys. 2,5, 15 52 16% ' 37 44, .
Private counsel:l‘ng' o '. : . ‘
with individuals. 23,1 177 51 467 23%, s 2% -
4, Organizational , . NS .
development programs. 2.4 13 .. 50. 23% i 23% . - " ;‘r 472 ) .
S5, Seminars on the ' ", S A ’
" communication problem ' N " ‘ .
area, 31 176 52 427, - }. cm 33% , 21% \ ¢
e * - ¢
" - ¥ ¢ §
6. T-groups . 1,3 n: 48 5% . Y A »”v % 8172
. - -&(ﬂ T
P o~ - s
: - ) \Y |
N . N
° < N ( . ) ’
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. _ TABLE 5 . 2 - N
“ v . , , v N .,
o . . Suggestions for Improving University Preparation of Trainers and Consultants .
. o * : 4 . ’

. Mean Ratingg, Sum of Ratings, and Percentage of Respdnses for Sets of Scale Points
Question # 14 What | “Mean Sumof- N % of-Very % of Very % of Very
sNould universities do Rating Ratings Important Important Important
toy improve preparation Responses Responses .Responses
oflereining professionalsg? - ‘ e

Tt - M ]
1. Offer internship . -
s programs in training - S B
. departments, : 3.9 | 221 49’+f 7% - 7 - 7%
. , Q N . LY _— °
. . ’

2. -Require courses in K -, :
interviewing, attitude ? .
measurement and’data .. " . ‘ S ¢ A '

-, collection methods.,- 3.6  205- ¢ 49 65% - ' [ . 23% 3% ..

3. Require courses in. , ’

. assessment of 7 ‘ ) - . .
.learning goalsy ajd - A ’ : .
evaluation o\f;et'n'inars. 3.6 205 ¢+, 49 » 637% 28%° <. 2%
] . . i v . . \; . .

4, Offer a special . ) "i"’“' 3 ‘ ]

cucciculum for tfain- , ‘ ) ’ no —
" ers and consultafts. . -.3.6 205 49 . 63% 257 . 5% -
[ ® e / /—/.

5. Offer more course- : . ,,

; work. in-organizational __ . - = - - -

1 development., 3.5 198 49 -~ 53% 37% 22 !

1 2 . ) ., ) ;

6., Require courses in Ve . -7

§ 7 ‘quantitative analysis . rs A

of data, 3.1 177 48 397 , 422. 9%
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. R { > . v e s e -t . . L. . - .
Tl e ":’-- ; Table ‘6 /A < -,
e e * . . R, . . 4 ° ' v . . ° R -
- ' Rank” Order “and Rank Percentage of Trainirg.Skills =~ - - .
. . . <, ) ° 4 o
. R . . ~
Skills for Successful Instruction of Communication Seminars ‘4
- - . -‘ - - d b o '
. . 5 1 3 x {’
k S A . x S i
| Rank Order © - . .Megn % in * ;1 ° in *7 % in & °
o of o Skill Rank ., 1 to 3 4 to” 7 - 8 to 11 '+
Mean Rank s ) Rank Rank ° Rank ©
‘ ' 2 . “‘ .
T 1 ' Ability to listen, empat:h} ’ 3.16. . 54‘7.‘ 37§\ 9% .,
- . * X . eA ° ] .. 3 - ~.‘————~
r 2 . Knowledge of I}ommunication\ o . . C {: s } . .o
content -\ 3,61 549, - 31, 9% l
. 3 Flexibility of style to match - . }%/
. _ ~audience situation 3.67 61% = T 28% 11/ - .
4 . Ability to analyze problems. = - T . e L . f’::’
' and diagnose’ situations 3.86 ~51% 39 - 117 ¢ g
. 5 - Clarity of written and - . . S oo S
d goral commnication 4,98 35% 397 10 .26%
6. Ability/to reCOgnﬂe conflict, i e ’
~ and impart problem-solving . ° ) - J. {
6 v skills ¢ vy 498 L32% 0, 4Th - 1_/ 21% i
- . ' ( 3 P - ’ , . :: 0 -’;r
r 7 Ability tosbe effective in = & . Pl . .
s, ' formal and informal ° ol . > o
. situations - , . 6,07 35% -, 35% 30% N
8 Ability to evaluate the o0 : ) - -
- effectiveness or ineffec- . S . .
tiveness of one's endeavors . 6.32. 23%. [ 33% 447 4
9 Interview competence N 7.05 . 237, 219 56% ‘ -
/ . i e .‘ ) , -~
10 Persuasive ability 7.12 ° 187 ¢ 214 b
11 .  .Research skills and ability . \\ S
. ~ to interpret data 2 8.23 127, 14% 747
. - -' .« | s o ot = ]
‘ x _ ' - -
R Y - . - - N ‘s
© .  ¥Pércentages are rounded-off to whole integers., A ‘
B o :




v

; .
Rank Order.’- . _ " Mean * % in % % in * % in *
of ~ 8kill , Rank lto3 _ 4to7 8 to 11
Mean Rank O Rank Rank Rank
L. S .
1 Ability to listen, : =< )
empathy ' 2.87 72% 25% 47,
2 Ability to analyze problems -
¢ and diagnose-situations 2.46 75% 25% 0
3 . Ability to recognize ’ ‘
conflict and impart : ]
. problem-solving -skills - ° 3.79 47% 447, 9%
’ ' f
4 Calrity of written and ’ :
i oral communication 5,00 32%" T 42% 26%
'S”';fd}%f Ability to be effective in
<L ,%,formal and informal '
W E¥ 5 situations 5.23  30% 40% ,  30%
. 6 .~  InterView competence » 5.38 35% 26%‘\ 239%
. » '
7 Flexibility of style to o
match audience situation 5.65 35% 307% 35%
8 Ability to evalu the ) .
‘ effectiveness :%ggeffec- - ,
. tiveness of one's endeavors 6,00 25% 33% 427,
L - o v V.
) - Knowledgerﬁ?'Communication /—~/ ;V ~
content ’ 6.05 25% 37% 38%
[ .- . v )
10 ‘Persuasive ability 7.00 17% 30% 537
11 . Research skills and
ability to interpret data 7.84 167~ 16% 687%
AY & L 4 ,\- 5
S \
*Percentaged are rounded-off to Ehejwhole integers, ]
- ) Vg ' /
- _ * ‘ i ? -~
-~ - j ~
4
. . ‘
“ ‘;;?‘é: el 37
-t a" 4 . ‘ 4 - , e ) /" .
- . s 3( LT Ry ' ‘

_ Skills for Effective Management of Communicati

' Table 7. St
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Rank Order and Rank Percéntages of Training Skills
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A T APPENDIX I )
N ) ¢ \'
The nine chi-square tables on degree of association among the demographic \-
variables in this study are “described below: 5

\ \ .
. 1. Size of Otganigation X Percentage of Communication (6 x 4), NS ’

p i - ” \&_ P \

\2>g§ize of Organization X Importance of Communication (6 x 3), NS

. d ~
. E - W . 9

3. Size of Orgamization X Speech—Communication Education (6 x 5), NS :

>,

4
4, Size ofTrainingStaff X Percettage of Communication (6 X 4), "/// _ : s
= 30.87, df =15, p<.02 v .
5. S&ze of Training Staff" X Importance of’ CommunicatiOn (6 x 3), e .
= 42.94, df =10, pg.001 <" D
. [ D . . ~
6. Size of Training Staff X ‘Speech—Communication Education (6 x 5),. .
X% = 38.43, df =0, . pg .0l \ -
3 ‘ \ C
7. Format Education Level X Perecentage of Communication (4 x 4), NS )
8. Formal Education Level~.X Importance of Communication (4 x 3), ’
xZ-= 20.08, _df =6, 'p¢.0l
) 9. Formal Education Leyel. X Speech—Communication Education (4.n 5),
X% - 22,25, df = 12, p< 05 - —
o N I
. - . : I ) . .
‘ , ' \. . ad
P ) ¢ \
b . \\f\\\\;;\x - APPENDIX II :
v ) . b - . . . - b

Chi~square tables on'the relationship between frequeﬁcy of fopics covered
in tra}ning seminars and select demographic data are described ij}ow:

- 1. Sjze of Training Staff X Handling GrieVance N (2 x 7,
2. 17.16, " df = 6, p<g.0L "~ ==

2. Size of Training Staff X .Persuasive Speaking (2 x7),

: © . x2=17.94, df=%,' pg.0l - | 4’ .
i 3. Siﬁe of Training Staff X Presentation of Oral Reports (2 xi 7)3
' = 17,92, df =6, pgOl Y

4..S}ze of Training Staff X Use of Visual Materials (2 x 7),
‘ = 15.83, df =6, - pg.0L ‘ ] - /

-

. 5. Size of Training Staff X Conducting Negotiation Sessions/(Z x7),
K% = 14,47, - df = 6, _ < .05 o

»




